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Response to Arguments 
Claims 1-20 are pending in this application. 

Applicant's arguments filed 7/27/2005 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

In response to applicant's argument that "a content configured to receive identifiers directly 
from a plurality of origin servers and an origin server database comprising a list of origin servers 
identified to the content tracker by the respective origin server" are not taught or suggested by 
Gurijala, Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

Gurijala's Cache Name Server (CNS, interpreted as a content tracker) receives the identity of 
the Web cache server (WCS, interpreted as origin servers), the URI of the object (or other identifier) 
and the time at which the WCS downloaded the object (col. 6 L28-40), But before this process 
happens, WCS interact with CNS (directly interaction between CNS and WCS) so that the database 
of the CNS is updated (col. 5 L36-50). In other words, CNS (content tracker) and WCS (origin 
servers) interact directly with each other in order to update the database in CNS. The process of 
interaction involves receiving identifiers of the object and the server directly from the server. 
Therefore, Gurijala explicitly teaches, suggests and discloses a content tracker (CNS) configured to 
receive identifiers (as applicant fails to disclose the what type of identifiers are being received) 
directly from a plurality of origin servers (plurality of WCS). 

The recited limitation of claim 1 "an origin server database comprising a list of the origin 
servers identified to the content tracker by the respective origin server" does not explicitly teach the 
number of origin servers contained in the list i.e. a list can include one origin server or a list can be 
empty or null with no origin servers. Based on the teaching above, Examiner strongly argues that 
Gurijala does teach, suggest and disclose an origin server database (col. 5 L36-50, a database) 
comprising a list of origin servers (a list including an identity of one origin server, col. 5 L43-50: an 
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entry is created for the object in the database, the entry including the identity of object and the 
identity of the WCS, an origin server that stores a copy of object, i.e. a list including an identity of 
the WCS and object) identified to the content tracker by the respective origin server (interpreted as 
receiving, presented or notifying the list to the content tracker by the origin server; col. 5 L36-50 and 
col. 6 L22-40: WCS, an origin server notifies the CSN, a content tracker of the events so that the 
CNS can update its database. In notifying a CNS, CNS receives the identity of WCS, a list of origin 
server, from the respective origin server). 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., a list of web 
servers identified by the web servers) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims 
are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the 
claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

In response to applicant's argument that Gurijala fails to teach or suggest a content store with 
at least one content object which remains stored for a period of time determined by the respective 
origin server, Examiner disagrees (see the rejection of claim 20 below). 

DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 112 
The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making and 
using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or 
with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the 
inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the 
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specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is 
most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

The claims recite the limitation "a content tracker that determines the content objects stored 
in the content store and configured to receive identifiers directly from the plurality of origin servers" 
and "wherein the content exchange apparatus is configured to receive the period of time 
associated with at least one of the content objects in the second section from the respective 
origin server". However, the specification merely describes a content exchange apparatus for 
caching content objects including a content store, a content tracker, an origin server database, and a 
catalog of content objects. A determination is made by the content tracker as to which content objects 
are stored in the content store. The origin server database includes a list of origin servers associated 
with the content exchange (see Abstract and summary), hence the amended subject matter situations 
is not supported by the specification and was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably enable one of ordinary skilled in the art to make and use the invention. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the subject 
matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 20 recites the limitation "the respective origin server" in the claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC $ 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed in the 
United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international 
application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United States and was 
published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

1. Claims 1, 5-8, and 15-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Gurijala 
et al. (USPN 6,601,090). 

2. Regarding claim 1, Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) teaches a content exchange 
system for caching content objects, the content exchange apparatus comprising: 

a. A content store comprising a plurality of content objects, each content object originating 
from one of a plurality of origin servers (column 4, lines 64-67). 

b. A content tracker that determines the content objects stored in the content store and 
configured to receive identifiers directly from the plurality of origin servers (column 4, lines 51-53; 
column 5, lines 42-50). 

c. An origin server database comprising a list of the origin servers identified to the content 
tracker by the respect origin server (column 5, lines 42-50; column 6, lines 36-39). 

d. A catalog of content objects stored in the content store (column 5, lines 1-4, 45-49; column 6, 
lines 36-39). 

3. Regarding claim 5, Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) teaches all the limitations as 
applied to claim 1. They further teach means wherein: 
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a. The content store is divided into a first section and a second section (column 6, lines 4-15, 
50-62). Note that the content store may have any number of logically separations for maintaining 
data. 

b. The first section comprises a cache where les frequently requested content objects are purged 
in favor of more frequently requested content objects (column 6, lines 4-15, 50-62). 

c. The second section comprises a file system where content objects remain stored in the 
content store for a period of time regardless of request frequency (column 6, lines 4-15, 50-62); and 
wherein the content exchange apparatus is configured to receive the period of time associated with at 
least one of the content objects in the second section from the respective origin server (col. 6 L22-62 
and fig. 5). 

4. Regarding claim 6, Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) teach all the limitations as applied to 
claim 1. They further teach a content controller, wherein the content controller finds a requested 
content object not presently retained in the content store (column 5, lines 25-40). 

5. Regarding claim 7, Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) teach all the limitations as applied to 
claim 1 . They further teach a content controller, wherein the content controller finds a requested 
content object not presently retained in the content store on one of: another content exchange and the 
origin server (column 5, lines 25-40). 

6. Regarding claim 8, Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) teach all the limitations as applied to 
claim 1. They further teach an information repository comprising status information related to the 
content exchange (column 5, lines 42-50; column 6, lines 3639). 

7. Regarding claim 15, Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) teach a system for caching content 
objects in a content exchange with means for: 
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a. 



Storing content objects obtained from an origin server by the content exchange (column 4, 



line 67). 



b. 



Receiving information about the origin server directly from the origin server (column 5, lines 



45-50). 



c. 



Storing the information in a database (column 6, lines 36-38). 



d. Determining a network address for the origin server using the database (column 5, lines 
45-50). 



request results in a cache miss (column 5, lines 25-41). 

8. Regarding claim 16, Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601 ,090) teach all the limitations as applied 
to claim 15. They further teach means wherein the database comprises an origin server identifier 
and an origin server address for each associated origin server (column 5, lines 45-50;column 6, lines 
36-38). 

9. Regarding claim 17, Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) teach all the limitations as applied 
to claim 15. They further teach means wherein the storing step comprises a step of storing an 
origin server identifier and an origin server address for each associated origin server (column 5, lines 
45-50; column 6, lines 36-38). 

10. Regarding claim 18, Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) teach all the limitations as applied 
to claim 15. They further teach means wherein the determining step comprises a step of querying 
the database for an origin server address associated with a provided origin server identifier (column 
5, lines 15-50). 



e. 



Contacting one of the origin server and another content exchange when a content object 
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1 1 . Regarding claim 19, Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) teach all the limitations as applied 
to claim 15. They further teach means for: 

a. Determining if any other content exchange has at least a portion of the content object 
(column 5, lines 16-25). 

b. Requesting the portion if the portion is found on any other content exchange (column 5, lines 
16-50). 

c. Requesting the portion from the origin server if the portion is not found on any other content 
exchange (column 5, lines 16-50), 

12. Regarding claim 20, Gurijala teaches a content exchange system for caching content objects 
comprising: a content store comprising a plurality of content objects, each content object obtained 
from one of a plurality of origin servers, the content store having a first section and a second section, 
the first section comprising a cache where less frequently requested content are purged in favor of 
more frequently requested content objects, the second section comprising a file system having 
content objects which remain stored for a period of time regardless of request frequency (column 4, 
lines 64-67; column 6, lines 4-15, 50-62, Note that the sections are logically separated), at least one 
content object in the second section associated with a period of time determined by the respective 
origin server (fig. 8 and col. 6 L50-62); a content tracker that determines the content objects stored in 
the content store (column 4, lines 51-53; column 5, lines 42-50); an origin server database 
comprising a list of the origin servers (column 5, lines 42-50; column 6, lines 36-39); a catalog of 
content objects stored in the content store (column 5, lines 1-4, 45-49; column 6, lines 36-39), 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was 
commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the 
contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and 
invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made 
in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 
U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

13. Claims 2-4 and 9-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) in view of Chase (EP 0877326A2). 

14. Regarding claims 2 and 10, although the system disclosed by Gurijala et al. 

(USPN 6,601,090) shows substantial features of the claimed invention (as applied to claims 1 and 9, 
respectively), it fails to disclose means wherein the list of origin servers is modified to exclude a 
particular origin server when a determination is made that the particular origin server is no longer 
available. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and it would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090), as evidenced by Chase. 

In an analogous art, Chase discloses a system for distributed caching, a network wherein the 
list of origin servers is modified to exclude a particular origin server when a determination is made 
that the particular origin server is no longer available (figure 4, element 400). 
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Given the teaching of Chase, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) by 
employing the omission of origin servers from a server list when the origin server is no longer 
available. This benefits the system by stopping clients from trying to access unavailable servers and 
wasting computing time and network bandwidth. 

15. Regarding claim 3, although the system disclosed by Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) shows 
substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose means wherein the list of origin 
servers contains some origin servers that have no content objects stored in the content exchange. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and it would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Gurijala, as evidenced by Chase. 

In an analogous art, Chase discloses a system for distributed caching in a network wherein 
the list of origin servers contains some origin servers that have no content objects stored in the 
content exchange (figure 4). Note that the information sources notify the central processor when they 
come online regardless of their content. 

Given the teaching of Chase, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) by 
employing the inclusion of servers in the origin server list even if no content data is stored from those 
servers. This benefits the system by allowing information on frequently used servers to be saved even 
if no recent downloads have resulted in content being stored. 

16. Regarding claims 4 and 11, although the system disclosed by Gurijala et al. (USPN 
6,601,090) shows substantial features of the claimed invention (as applied to claims I and 9, 
respectively), it fails to disclose means wherein content objects associated with a particular origin 
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server are removed from the content store when a determination is made that the particular origin 
server is no longer available. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and it would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090), as evidenced by Chase. 

In an analogous art, Chase discloses a system for distributed caching a network wherein 
content objects associated with a particular origin server are removed from the content store when a 
determination is made that the particular origin server is no longer available (figure 4, element 400). 
Given the teaching of Chase, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized 
the desirability and advantages of modifying Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) by employing the 
removal of a content object from the content store when the origin server is unavailable. This benefits 
the system by ensuring that users do not access old information from a closed site that is no longer 
correct or available. 

17. Regarding claim 9, Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) teach a content storing system for 
caching content objects comprising: 

a. A first content exchange (figure 1). 

b. A second content exchange (figure 1). 

c. A content bus coupled to the first and second content exchanges (figure 1) wherein: 

d. The first content exchange comprises an origin server database comprising a list of origin 
servers identified to the content exchange directly by the respective origin server (column 5, lines 
42-50; column 6, lines 3639). 

Although the system disclosed by Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) shows substantial 
features of the claimed invention, it fails to disclose means wherein the list of origin servers contains 
a plurality of origin servers that have no content objects stored in the first content exchange. 
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Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and it would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090), as evidenced by Chase. 

In an analogous art, Chase discloses a system for distributed caching in a network wherein 
the list of origin servers contains a plurality of origin servers that have no content objects stored in 
the first content exchange (figure 4). Note that the information sources notify the central processor 
when they come online regardless of their content. 

Given the teaching of Chase, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) by 
employing the inclusion of servers in the origin server list even if no content data is stored from those 
servers. This benefits the system by allowing information on frequently used servers to be saved even 
if no recent downloads have resulted in content being stored. 

18. Regarding claim 12, Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) teaches all the limitations as applied to 
claim 9. They further teach means wherein: 

a. The second content exchange is divided into a first section and a second section (column 6, 
lines 4-15, 50-62). Note that the content store may have any number of logically separations for 
maintaining data. 

b. The first section comprises a cache where les frequently requested content objects are purged 
in favor of more frequently requested content objects (column 6, lines 4-15, 50-62). 

c. The second section comprises a file system where content objects remain stored in the 
content store for a period of time regardless of request frequency (column 6, lines 4-15, 50-62). 

19. Regarding claim 13, Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) teach all the limitations as applied 
to claim 9. They further teach means wherein the content bus transports a requested object not 
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presently retained in the first content exchange from the second content exchange (column 7, lines 
5-17). 

20. Regarding claim 14, Gurijala et al. (USPN 6,601,090) teach all the limitations as applied 
to claim 9. They further teach a content controller, wherein the content bus transports a requested 
content object not presently retained in the first content exchange from one of the second content 
exchange and an origin server (column 5, lines 25-40; column 7, lines 5-17). 

Additional References 
The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

a. Zhang et al., U. S. Patent No. 6,553,409 Bl. 

b. Ronstrom et al., U. S. Patent No. 6,263,402 Bl . 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to KAMAL B. DIVECHA whose telephone number is 571-272-5863. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Flex schedule 8 hr days (10.00am-6.30pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Zarni Maung can be reached on 571-272-3939. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may 
be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
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see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, 
contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




